Dear Jim, 


4/18/75 


Assistant Archivist Campbell's 5/28 to you prompts caution. One reason is that 
it can be another aspect of the federal effort to pini the rap for suporessions 
on the Kennedy family. Another is that in ay opinion they have made a serious error, 
one of which I've complained before with Rhoads without anythin,? coming of it. 

I presume you have appealed but I'd not seen this earlier. 

Their purpose in sending the two letters was to pretend to have a case and to 
say, not pretend, that the suppression is because Bobby demanded it. I did sea these 
letters earlier 


Here they add to thisJ "The Kennedy family representative has again expressed 
the opinion that the release of this information will be an unwarranted invasion 
of the privacy of the Kennedy family.” 

If this is reference to Burice Marshall, I guess there is no limit to the bod 
advice he gives and the utterly foolish things he does. It is my impression that he 
is not “the Kennedy family representative" but the attorney/representative of the 
executors of the estate. For practically purposes, from my recollection of the letter 
agreement, this means Teddy. 


Remember, Rhoada tried a series of dirty trick on me with this and that finally 
the Secret Service gave me their copy and Rhoads intercepted it and refused to let 
as have it. Paramount interest was Secret Service. I asked them for their copy. 

Obviously Marshall and Rhoads have ho interest in the privacy rights of any 
Kennedy becuase they have made precisely this memo of transfer available to not 
fewer than three others at least *$o of whom are openly anti-Kennedy and at least 
one of whom has been making the most irrational anti-Kennedy remarks about it every 
time he has an open mike. My last knowledge i 3 in ABC-TV, network. 


However, these or any other uses, in ay interpretation of Meric an Mail, 
constitute a maiver of any exemption# 


As I recall the letter agreement, it also does not cover (and could not) 
this memo of transfer, os if that agreement has relevance to other matters, it 
does not to the memo of transfer. 


_ ^here are at least five others who have seen and referred to this nemo. When 
it has suited government interests to make references to it, there have been these 
references, in public. Moreover, these five used the memo in court and at the 
direction of an Attorney General. I think Ame-Hnan y a -n applies. 


Hastily, 


ccTom Busman 


Harold Weisberg 



